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The Four or Five Barred Cage: 
The Consequences of Hofstede's View of Culture 
INTRODUCTION 
As one of the key components in the study of international and comparative business, culture has 
been analyzed and operationalized in numerous ways [Kroeber and Kluckhohn, 1952; Cooper 
and Denner, 1998], but in the past twenty-five years one formulation, the value-based approach 
embodied in Hofstede's work [1980a; 1991, 2001], has come to dominate research in the field of 
cross-cultural management [Sivakumar and Nakata, 2001; Baskerville, 2003]. The influence of 
Hofstede's work has been pervasive enough to persuade some reviewers [Redding, 1994; 
Sondegaard, 1994] to accord it paradigmatic status for the comparative management field. 
Hofstede himself claims that his approach represented a paradigm shift within the field, 
attributing much of the criticism his work evoked to the disruptions such a shift entails [2001: p. 
73]. While Hofstede's version of the value-based approach is not paradigmatic in the strict 
Kuhnian [1970] sense, the predominance of Hofstede's view of culture, and above all the almost 
universal acceptance of his system of measurement and scores, continues to restrict the scope of 
research in the cross-cultural field. 
Hofstede defines culture as, "the collective programming of the mind that distinguishes the 
members of one group or category of people from another" [2001, p. 9]. H e sees this rather 
vague definition as "shorthand" for a more inclusive conceptualization, but his empirical work 
stresses the importance of shared values as the basis for cultural cohesion. From the beginning 
Hofstede has placed great emphasis on specific dimensions of culture which tap mutual 
understandings of how society should operate. In his early work he outlined four dimensions, 
power distance, uncertainty avoidance, individualism-collectivism and masculinity-femininity, on 
which all nations could be positioned [Hofstede, 1980a]. Later he added a fifth dimension, time 
orientation, to his original formulation [Hofstede and Bond, 1988]. His emphasis on values as 
the basis of culture has given rise to other versions which offer contrasting configurations while 
continuing to rely on values as the main explanatory mechanism [e.g. Schwartz, 1992; 
Trompenaars, 1994]. 
While there is much to commend Hofstede's approach, the constraints that it imposes on 
the field have contributed to the extensively documented limitations of both individual studies 
and the growth of the discipline as a whole [Roberts and Boyacigiller, 1984- Redding 1994-
Lachman, 1997]. Perhaps the most important limitation concerns the conceptualization of'culture 
T?lu ^ i ^ well-documented variation in meaning attributed to culture [Kroeber and 
Kluckhohn, 1952], this dominant view excludes several important aspects, some of which may 
offer alternative or complementary explanations for cross-cultural and inter-cultural behavior. 
Second, the value-based approach as a whole, and Hofstede's is but the most prominent version, 
ignores the large gap between values and behavior. Third, the value-based understanding of 
a h e Z 1 S t h ° n e W 1 1 ! l c h e m P 1 h a s i z e s the stability of values in a culture and the difficulty in 
altering them especially in the short term. Finally, the way in which Hofstede's 
operationalization of culture has been utilized by much of the field is largely atheoretical Many 
researchers have ignored the theoretical basis offered in the original formation and rehed upon 
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the description of culture embodied in Hofstede's dimensions as sufficient explanation for any 
similarities or differences observed across cultures. 
While this article will point out some of the deficiencies of Hofstede's approach, the central 
critique is directed neither at Hofstede nor his work but at the way the field has utilized the value-
based view of culture to avoid important issues in the field. B y relying on a single, highly 
restricted version, researchers over simplify the complex interactions that are inherent in the 
influence of cultural attributes. This leads to single variable explanations for cultural effects 
which mask a much more complicated reality. It is ironic that while most texts on cross-cultural 
management emphasize the importance of understanding other frames of reference, the field as a 
whole has consistently failed to move beyond a single view of culture, one that imposes 
important limitations on our understanding of cross-cultural phenomena. 
A CULTURE OF DOMINATION 
In order to estimate how prevalent Hofstede's view of culture has become within the field 
of international business articles published from 2000 to 2004 (inclusive) in four top journals 
were examined. The four journals, Journal of International Business Studies, Management 
International Review, Journal of World Business, and International Business Review, were 
ranked by DuBois and Reeb [2000] to be among the five most frequently cited in the area of 
international business. The fifth journal (fourth in the rankings) International Marketing Review, 
was excluded from the analysis due to its specialist focus. 
There are, of course, many means for investigating an author's influence on a field of study. 
One could examine textbooks, for example, to determine which ideas were most prominent. A 
citation study was chosen in part because reference to an author's work is an important way of 
signaling that the ideas have significance for the specific project or for the field as a whole. Since 
the dominance of Hofstede's ideas is key to the thesis of this article, this approach seemed 
warranted. Citation studies also have a long tradition in scholarly work for evaluating the overall 
importance of both theories and their authors. 
The objective of this exercise was to estimate the degree to which a focus on culture in an 
article was linked with Hofstede's approach to understanding and measuring the concept. For the 
study only articles were considered. Introductions, editorials, research notes, replies, book 
reviews, etc, were omitted as they often did not concentrate on research problems, per se. 
Following the same logic, articles from special issues were included in the study. To assess 
whether the article's author(s) was concerned with culture, the title and abstract were scanned for 
the word culture and its derivatives (cultural, cross-cultural, culturally, etc.). This is, of course, 
only an approximate measure of the article's content, but it is likely that any article in which 
culture was an important component would feature the term in one of these locations. The 
articles were also scanned to see if any of Hofstede's works were contained in the bibliography. 
These included any article for which Hofstede was sole or joint author. The entries in columns 
four and five refer to the number of articles in which citations appear, not the total number of 
citations. Articles were also examined to see if they utilized any of Hofstede's dimensions. The 
results of this survey are shown in Table 1. 
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Table 1: The incidence of culture and citations 
Journal 
Journal of 
International 
Business 
Studies 
Total 
articles 
162 
Articles with Articles Articles 
culture in title with utilizing 
or abstract Hofstede Hofstede's 
citation indices 
Percentage of 
articles with 
culture and 
Hofstede citation 
41 (25%) 61 (38%) 21 (13%) 37/41 (90%) 
Management 
International 
Review 140 28(20%) 42(30%) 24(17%) 24/28 (86%) 
Journal of 
World 
Business 128 34(27%) 41(32%) 13(10%) 24/34(71%) 
International 
Business 
Review 
Totals 
181 
611 
36(20%) 41 (23%) 14(8%) 24/36 (67%) 
139(23%) 185(30%) 72(12%) 109/139(78%) 
Over the five years examined the articles in these journals included culture in the title or 
abstract 2 3 % of the time. However, slightly more than 3 0 % of the articles contained at least one 
reference to Hofstede's work. W h e n one considers that many of these articles are written from an 
economic rather than a behavioral point of view, these results underline the centrality of 
Hofstede's views not only for the field of comparative management but for international business 
as a whole. A number of these citations simply refer to Hofstede to validate the idea that cultural 
diversity creates difficulties for managers of international firms. Others make more extensive use 
of his work, employing some of Hofstede's dimensions or scores. Around 1 2 % of the articles 
examined employed Hofstede's work in this way. M a n y of these utilized Kogut and Singh's 
[1988] measure of psychic distance which is built on Hofstede's scores. 
The most striking result of this survey can be found in the final column. Of the 109 articles 
which included culture in either the title or abstract, 7 8 % contained at least one citation for 
Hofstede's work. To a great extent the whole idea of culture in international business is now 
predicated on the value-based dimensions of Hofstede's scheme. In fact, the 7 8 % figure most 
likely underestimates the degree of his influence. Eight of the articles which contained culture in 
the title or abstract referred solely to organizational culture and hence had no reason to refer to 
any conceptualization of national culture. Others analyzed a single culture, often China, ignoring 
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any cross-national comparisons. Where the intent was to contrast two or more cultures the 
likelihood that Hofstede would be cited was somewhat above the 8 0 % mark. 
It might be thought that Hofstede, as the best known writer on the subject culture, would 
normally be cited but that other, contrasting views would also be included. To examine this 
possibility citations for five other writers were tracked. Haire, Ghiselli and Porter [1966] 
published one of the first international comparisons of managerial attitudes. Their work is still 
cited by a number of authors including Hofstede himself. Triandis [1994; 1995] brings a more 
psychological view to the study of culture, focusing lately on the study of individualism. 
Schwartz [1992; 1999] and Trompenaars [1994] have offered alternative scales for measuring 
culture although both, like Hofstede's work, are value based. Finally, E.T. Hall [1976] has 
written a more sociologically oriented treatment of cross-cultural interaction. All relevant 
citations for these authors were tabulated not just those works mentioned above. The results for 
this part of the survey are given in Table 2. As with the Table 1, the figures indicate the number 
of articles in which citations appear not the number of citations. If, for example, Triandis is 
cited three times in the same article, his score reflects the single article not the three citations. 
Table 2: Articles with citations for selected authors 
Hofstede Hall Schwartz Triandis Haire, 
Ghiselli 
and Porter 
Trompenaars 
Journal of 
International 
Business 
Studies 61 0 8 16 
Management 
International 
Review 42 8 8 
Journal of 
World 
Business 41 11 
International 
Business 
Review 41 11 
Totals 185 19 39 37 
For all four journals Hofstede appears in more articles than the other five authors 
combined. In only three cases does an individual set of citations appear more than 2 5 % as often 
4 
as Hofstede. Perhaps the most striking finding is that there was exactly one article [Ang, 2000] 
out of the over 600 examined in which one of these five sources was cited and Hofstede was not. 
W h e n writing about culture, it appears that authors have three choices: they m a y cite Hofstede 
only, they may cite Hofstede and other authorities or they m a y cite no source concerning culture 
at all. The option of referring exclusively to other sources basically does not exist in the minds of 
scholars in the field. Clearly most authors believe that if they are going to write about culture, 
citing Hofstede is de rigueur; reference to any other authority is optional. 
CRITIQUES 
Despite its popularity Hofstede's approach to culture has attracted spirited criticism since 
its publication. The bulk of these critiques can be arranged into three general categories: sample 
bias, methodological problems and conceptual limitations. Hofstede's original samples were 
taken from a single firm, IBM, between 1967 and 1971. Although the surveys included workers 
across different levels of the hierarchy, the question remains as to h o w representative the 
employees of a single foreign firm, especially one as dominant as I B M in that era, can be for a 
particular country [Hunt, 1981; Tayeb, 1988, pp 154-55]. For example, would the responses of 
the 164 individuals from Chile or the 107 from Pakistan [Hofstede, 1980a, p 411] be indicative of 
the cultural values of all or even the majority of residents in those countries at that time? Would 
not the qualifications required by I B M or the attraction of working for a wealthy international 
firm distinguish those in the sample from others less qualified or ambitious or tolerant? Hofstede 
has defended his choice, arguing that utilizing a single firm meant that organizational culture did 
not confound the results [2001, p 73]. There is merit in this argument, but it does ignore the 
possibility of differential interactions between IBM's notoriously powerful internal culture and 
the countries in which its subsidiaries were placed. Holding organizational culture static also 
ignores the mix of organizational cultures within a country which must interact with other 
institutions in the maintenance of societal culture. 
From a methodological point of view two major weaknesses have been ascribed to 
Hofstede's work. First, the selection of the items that comprise the scales used to measure the 
four dimensions has been seen as somewhat arbitrary. For each of the scales Hofstede chose a 
small number of items from larger surveys which were not specifically designed for the purpose 
[Smith, 2002]. These have been criticized as lacking any coherent relationship [Robinson, 1983: 
Dorfman and Howell, 1988]. Although the intuitive attractiveness of the dimensions has been 
acknowledged [Triandis, 1994], their underlying constructs lack apparent rigor. This can be 
important when attempting to understand the implications of variations among countries and their 
impact on organizational behavior. 
The second methodological problem concerns the level of analysis [Dorfman and Howell, 
1988]. Hofstede maintains that his approach operates at an ecological level; it holds for societies 
as a whole rather than for individuals [Hofstede, et al., 1993]. This is an important issue since the 
components of some scales show insignificant associations at the individual level although they 
are more substantial at the societal level. As with the questions concerning the composition of 
the scales, this is of more than academic interest since it has implications for the application of 
scale values and the results of cross-cultural studies. A recent study utilizing a new sample of 
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employees raised questions about the internal consistency of Hofstede's four original scales 
[Spector, etal., 2001]. 
Among the early critiques of Hofstede's work perhaps the most often voiced was the claim 
that his whole approach was undermined by his reduction of culture to a handful of numeric 
indicators. Culture, it was argued, is a complex phenomenon which operates through a number 
of subtle mechanisms. While the quantitative dimensions might allow the ranking of numerous 
countries, they obscured the interaction between cultural values and actual behaviors [Cray and 
Mallory, 1998, p 142-43; Baskerville, 2002]. A significant difference between countries on 
power distance was seen as a sufficient explanation for contrasting relations between managers 
and subordinates ignoring the numerous social and institutional mechanisms that might 
contribute to and reinforce these behaviors. If the ultimate purpose of cross-cultural work is to 
facilitate such interactions, the replacement of complex relationships by numeric indicators may 
actually inhibit the development of the field by discouraging the construction of theories 
outlining specific links between culture and behavior. 
More recently Hofstede's work has been subjected to additional critiques, some novel some 
echoing earlier concerns. Since Hofstede first offered his analysis there have been questions as to 
whether countries like Canada, Belgium, India or any multicultural nation could properly be 
examined as single cultures. Increased international mobility has again highlighted questions 
concerning the congruence of cultural and national boundaries [McSweeney, 2002; Baskerville, 
2003]. Allied to the question of uniformity is that of stability. The data for Hofstede's work was 
collected in two waves approximately five years apart. For the individualism-collectivism 
dimension these two waves showed important differences. Nevertheless Hofstede insists on his 
vision of culture as deeply seated and slow to change [Smith, 2002]. A study utilizing data 
collected in 1989-90 found shifts in value classifications since Hofstede published his work 
[Fernandez, et al., 1997]. The stability of dimension scores is an important issue. The I B M data 
is now over 30 years old. If culture changes more quickly than the value-based approach 
envisages, the predictive power of Hofstede's figures will soon erode if they have not already 
done so. 
THE ATTRACTION OF SIMPLICITY; THE COMFORT OF FAMILIARITY 
Before considering the limitations this reliance on a single conception of culture imposes, it 
is useful to examine why Hofstede's approach has been so attractive to researchers. The actual 
measurement of culture, however it is defined, is a time-consuming, often expensive task. 
Sampling a population in order to determine its basic cultural attributes is beyond the scope of 
most researchers in terms of both resources and expertise. In pre-Hofstede studies most 
researchers relied on well-rehearsed stereotypes of cultures usually based on the opinions of a 
few writers [e.g. Abegglen, 1958 and Dore, 1973 for Japan], who were almost inevitably not 
natives of the target society. W h e n Culture's Consequences appeared in 1980, researchers could 
adopt a set of measures which were considerably more systematic than those heretofore available. 
The availability of Hofstede's dimensions, especially after they became the norm for 
cultural measurement, also obviated the need to justify a particular approach to culture. 
Whatever its shortcomings, Culture's Consequences is meticulously documented concerning the 
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methods used to analyze the original data. Researchers often simply refer to Hofstede's work 
without further explication of either methods or basic concepts. Moreover, the widespread 
adoption of this standard approach brought a surface consistency to the field. The variety of 
conceptualizations of culture and it consequences for comparability of studies had long been one 
of the main critiques of the field as a whole [Kraut, 1975; Roberts and Boyacigiller, 1984]. 
Widespread dependence on Hofstede's measures facilitated such comparisons although it appears 
that consistency of approach has appeared more as a potential than an actuality. The 
consequences of this illusion will be discussed in the next section. 
The attractiveness of Hofstede's approach is also linked to the dimensions themselves. 
Whether the researcher employs four or five dimensions, the aspects of culture to be considered 
are limited. From this perspective understanding culture becomes a simple matter of working 
one's way through a small number of clearly defined attributes rather than a complex interaction 
among multiple, overlapping factors. This not only simplifies the researcher's task in terms of 
data collection and presentation, it sets up a standard of expectation for the reader. Even the 
contrast between Hofstede's four or five dimensions and Trompenaars' [1994] seven indicate 
how a few additional factors complicate any analysis. The relative simplicity of Hofstede's 
dimensions is augmented by their intuitive appeal [Triandis, 1994]. All of the original four 
dimensions correspond to psychological traits that had been identified long before Hofstede 
published his work. His location of them in an organizational setting helps to make them even 
more familiar. 
A significant attraction of Hofstede's dimensions, especially for North American 
researchers, is their numeric expression. Having quantitative measures with roughly equal ranges 
allows the application of standard measures of association between cultural attributes and a wide 
variety of behaviors and outcomes. Since Hofstede's original work offering values for forty 
countries, both he and other scholars have expanded the measures' coverage [Naumov and 
Puffer, 2000; Hofstede, 2001, p 502]. The continued focus on the original four factors is at least 
partially due to the fact that the number of countries for which scores on time horizon have been 
determined is much smaller. The availability of values for multiple countries allows researchers, 
at least in principle, to make multiple comparisons and, as indicated above, consolidate 
comparable research across countries. Despite Hofstede's early example [1980b] most 
researchers have been reluctant to move far beyond comparisons involving two or three 
countries. 
THE CONSTRAINTS OF THE CAGE 
Despite the apparent advantage of having a generally accepted, easily accessible view of 
culture predominate, Hofstede's suzerainty exacts several costs not only from the individual 
scholars who utilize his concepts and measures but from all those involved in the area. One 
problem lies in the general acceptance of Hofstede's definition of culture. For most fields which 
examine culture, the term is problematic and contested [Cooper and Denner, 1998]. In these 
areas the choice of a particular view of culture or the advocacy of specific cultural stance, must 
be justified. In international business this is no longer necessary as a reference to Hofstede not 
only invokes a widely recognized conceptualization, it avoids the necessity of having to justify 
that particular view as appropriate for research purposes. This is not to say that Hofstede's idea 
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of culture is incorrect, although it is simplistic. It is merely to say that for many researchers 
relying on the value-based definition of culture means never having to consider the content of 
that definition precisely because it is so generally accepted. The same concept that is utilized to 
operationalize cultural distance as a control variable in an examination of foreign investment is 
employed in a comparison of attitudes toward corruption with little or no consideration of its 
appropriateness for either. 
Since most researchers utilize Hofstede's version of the value based approach without 
further examination or explanation the sense of uniformity found in the field is basically 
unwarranted. A s with any concept each group of scholars understands this approach in their own 
way, but these differences are hidden because there is little perceived need to explicate its content 
or even the importance of culture for the particular study. This false sense of standardization 
extends across nations as well. It is implicit in the value-based approach that all dimensions are 
equally important for all societies. The possibility that hierarchy may be much more important 
than individualism-collectivism for determining behavior in a particular culture does not exist. 
Of course, one dimension m a y exhibit an extreme score and another a more neutral one, but the 
weighting of each is theoretically equal. The assumption of uniformity is likely comforting to 
scholars w h o investigate and managers w h o practice global business, but it fails to reflect the 
diversity they face. 
Another restriction imposed by Hofstede's dominance lies in the static view of culture he 
purveys. Although cultural change is discussed in Culture's Consequences, Hofstede insists that, 
"Cultures, especially national cultures, are extremely stable over time" [2001, p 34]. This stance 
flows directly from the conviction that culture resides in basic societal values. From this point of 
view behaviors, even beliefs, m a y change in a society, but this will not result from any shift in 
values. Such an approach certainly limits the role of culture in understanding, for example, 
China's movement from a centrally planned and controlled economy to one of the fastest 
growing market economies in the world. Focusing on the persistence of values may be of some 
utility in understanding h o w traditional values continue to shape attitudes in Russia and the other 
transitional economies in central and eastern Europe, but surely it limits the analysis of the new 
structures and networks that have emerged since the dissolution of the USSR. There well may be 
an important, perhaps even crucial, component of culture attached to national values, but 
focusing exclusively on that aspect constrains our understanding of cultural change in an 
increasingly dynamic world. 
Favoring a value-based definition also poses problems for linking culture to behavior 
[Lachman, 1997]. The link between values and behavior is generally weak in part because 
several values m a y influence a single behavior [Bruns0, et al., 2004]. The importance of values 
for behavior m a y also be mitigated by the context in which action occurs. For example, loyalty is 
an important value in a number of cultures, but it may be directed towards individuals, family, 
company, nation or some combination of these and other focal groups. Understanding and 
predicting behavior, which ought to be the ultimate objective of cross-cultural research, remains 
problematic if the starting point involves the values held by a national group. 
Another aspect of Hofstede's version of the value-based approach which constrains the 
field lies in the level of analysis. The problem of levels impacts on research in two ways. 
Hofstede's work has been criticized for using data collected at the individual level to characterize 
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whole societies [Dorfman and Howell, 1988]. While Hofstede has doggedly defended his 
methods, the aggregation techniques employed mean that societies are generally known by the 
means of individual scores rather than any societal level measure. These means are then often 
used to predict the behavior of individuals. Measurement and prediction occur at the individual 
level but the conceptualization of culture, the shared values of a nation, occurs at the societal 
level. 
Given the overwhelming impact of Hofstede's model on international business research, 
the whole field is subject to the limitations and weaknesses outlined above. The most important 
effect of this dominance, however, lies less in these specific shortcomings and more in the fact 
that other options are ignored. There are numerous approaches to culture available from different 
fields that can profitably address problems which Hofstede's framework cannot. For example, 
the value-based approach is notoriously weak when called upon to detail the mechanisms that 
link culture to behavior [Lachman, 1997]. Would it not be appropriate to seek out models which 
are more process oriented or focus more directly on behavior to augment insights generated under 
the current research regime? Even more importantly utilizing diverse views of culture would 
reveal questions about its effects that simply do not appear within the value-based framework. In 
the next section three alternatives to the current value-based approach are briefly outlined. 
ALTERNATIVE VIEWS OF CULTURE 
Given the number of disciplines in which culture is a key concept, there are a variety of 
alternatives to Hofstede's value-based approach. These differ not only in their content and 
implicit methodology but also in the level at which they are applied. Psychologists naturally 
focus on culture as represented in individual characteristics. Lately sociologists have emphasized 
the importance of identity, especially in relation to socially defined groups, as a key aspect of 
culture. In the past two decades anthropologists have devoted tremendous energy to debates over 
the definition and even existence of culture (Rosaldo, 1999). There is no shortage of alternatives 
to Hofstede's conceptualization. The three examples outlined below were chosen for their 
diversity as well as for their applicability to specific problems in international business. 
CULTURE AS WEBS OF MEANING: THE SOCIAL-CONSTRUCTIVIST VIEW 
The value based view of culture exemplified in Hofstede's work centers on a set of deeply 
held shared values which give rise to surface manifestations c o m m o n across society. Values are 
the foundation upon which the structure of society rests. The social-constructivist view of 
culture, most closely identified with the work of Geertz [1973], reverses this perspective in both 
theoretical and methodological terms. For the social-constructivist culture exists not in some 
unobservable set of values but in the collective understanding which allows a community to 
hemselves llZ^WW w' ** T-^ mUSt ** comPrehend h™ people understand 
hem elves [Rosaldo, 1999]. Far from seeking underlying dimensions that govern behavior the 
tnlZT^T T TH ^^ aCtiViti6S a0d the Wa* that **"* understood and 
K K S ^ t6Xt °f ™y Hfe not o n ]y hi*ts * culture, it is culture. The task 
the^  seme M w *" °Verarchin§ R a t i o n for cultural structures but to understand 
he sense-making that occurs among a specific group in a specific context. Searching for 
universal dimensions is futile since communities face such different types of problems 
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One of the essential characteristics of this view of culture is its local focus. Geertz and 
many of those w h o utilize this approach are anthropologists whose analyses have typically been 
focused on local communities rather than larger political or social groups. One of Geertz's 
defining analyses centered on the practice of cockfighting in a Balinese village [Geertz, 1973, pp. 
412-53]. The article begins with a description of the author's fortuitous integration into the life 
of the village, an incident which provides him with entree into local social practice. B y 
examining a small group (Geertz's village contained approximately 500 people), the researcher 
can investigate the richness of human interaction and interpret its significance. In this setting the 
investigator cannot be an impartial observer; he/she is part of the scene and must be 
acknowledged as such. The social constructivist approach has often been labeled as interpretive 
since it highlights the role the analyst plays in elaborating cultural mechanisms. Generating 
universalistic, essentialist cultural dimensions from this point of view is neither desirable nor 
possible. 
Another important contrast between the social constructivist and value based views lies in 
the perceived malleability of culture. Value based approaches, especially that of Hofstede [2001, 
p. 34], emphasize stability. Change occurs very slowly, usually only through shifts across 
successive generations. The social constructivist view, with its emphasis on daily life, is well 
placed to observe h o w cultural practices shift to accommodate social change, whether the 
impetus for that shift originates within the community itself or in more distant developments. 
Change m a y occur at the level of social practices or in terms of the sense-making processes 
employed. 
The social constructivist view of culture has had a rather interesting career in the 
management literature. W h e n the study of organizational culture dominated many areas of 
management study, reference to Geertz's advocacy of thick description [1973, pp. 3-30], was 
virtually required, especially for those employing case study methodologies. A n approach that 
highlighted myth, ceremony, storytelling and interpretation found favor with many studying 
organizational climate [Meek, 1988;Rowlinson and Proctor, 1999]. Geertz was often cited as a 
reproach to those w h o wished to understand organizational culture through the analysis of 
psychological traits. Despite this period of visibility, the social constructivist view has had little 
impact on studies in international business. In all the articles examined for this article, Geertz's 
name appeared exactly once-as a source for the characteristics of Indonesian society. 
One of the main strengths of the social-constructivist approach is its ability to disentangle 
the interaction between individuals and groups from contrasting cultures. Since one of the 
important issues lies in the process of interpretation, the collision of cultures provides a natural 
focus for analysis not just by the researcher but by participants. Understanding the way that 
individuals make sense of their world and that groups share that understanding leads to a 
dynamic analysis of confrontation, conflict and routinization. The issues inherent in the 
establishment and operation of cross-national teams should be amenable to this type of analysis. 
THE CLASH OF CULTURES: THE POSTMODERN VIEW 
Most conceptualizations of culture emphasize its communal basis. Whether the focus is 
behavior or underlying values, all those w h o participate are understood to share or at least 
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recognize the validity of the collective consensus. The postmodern approach inverts this 
assumption by viewing culture as contested, dynamic and uncertain [Chia, 1995] This stance 
derives in part from the general postmodern perspective, but also from the privileged position 
allotted to culture as a surface manifestation of underlying struggles. In the postmodern 
perspective culture is a dual expression. First, it symbolizes and promotes the values of the 
dominant groups in a society. For example, a culture in which the merchant class dominates will 
likely espouse public values of acquisition, thrift and accumulation. These values will find 
expression in legal systems, language, art and education. Sub-cultures and counter-cultures are 
not aberrations but manifestations of competing, incompatible views. 
The second important characteristic of culture from a postmodern perspective is that it is 
contested. The depth of struggle and it surface manifestations will depend on local 
circumstances, including the power of the groups involved and the types of divisions among 
them. This implies that culture may change much more quickly and radically than would be 
expected by those who support the value-based view of culture. If some event, a war or an 
economic collapse, disrupts society and delegitimizes prevailing arrangements, a new version of 
culture may rapidly emerge. Some postmodernists see culture as a specific focus for inter-group 
conflict since the power to shape the symbolic superstructure of society provides a basis for 
influence over many aspects of communal life [Sim, 2002, chap. 3]. Continuing protests over the 
role of Western institutions in restructuring faltering economies can be interpreted in this way. 
The externally imposed, rationalist prescriptions of the International Monetary Fund and the 
World Bank are incompatible with existing frameworks of understanding. Since society is 
normally in crisis when these agencies intervene, the new, imposed rationality conflicts not only 
with former cultural models but with emerging ones as well. 
The mainstream management literature has taken relatively little notice of the postmodern 
view although some organizational scholars, mainly from Europe, have introduced relevant 
theories into their analyses [e.g. Cooper, 1989; Boje. 1995]. The intellectual investment 
necessary to master the postmodern idiom places a premium on this approach which may have 
little pay-off given the current view of organizations as a means of production and distribution. 
The social aspects of organizations, the main focus of postmodern inquiry, have received 
relatively short shrift. There is an additional barrier to the adaptation of postmodern theories to 
international management. Most postmodern discussion of culture occurs in the areas of politics 
and art. W h e n the postmodern eye is turned to social culture, individual identity is the most 
common theme. Although there are some exceptions [Clegg and Gray, 1996; Welge and 
Holtbrugge, 1999], postmodern ideas have been little used to explore issues in international 
management. 
Seeing culture as contested rather than fixed could be very useful in investigating 
international management. Most writers in the area admit that societies are not uniform 
culturally, but few take any practical notice of such internal variation. While there are a few 
exceptions from countries with clear cultural distinctions [e.g. Punnett and Withane, 1990], most 
national cultures are treated as if they are both unitary and uniform. If internal differences are 
ignored, there is little chance that the contested nature of culture will have any impact on cross-
cultural analysis. The postmodern approach may be useful not only for understanding cultural 
tensions within societies but those that emerge when cultures collide. For example, joint ventures 
and other functions requiring international teams involve negotiations over the cultural 
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understandings which will govern the group's activities. There is growing evidence that such 
multi-cultural groups develop their own unique approaches which involve elements from various 
parent cultures. The postmodern approach, with its emphasis on cultural contention and 
intergroup dynamics, may provide insights that more static views ignore. 
CULTURE AS RECOGNITION AND REACTION: THE COGNITIVE APPROACH 
The social-constructivist view emphasizes the processes by which social groups maintain 
cohesion. The cognitive approach highlights the outcomes of these processes, the cues and 
responses that allow individuals to decode the intentions of other members of society. Cognition 
rests on cues and categories as well as the linkages between them [Harris, 1994]. Quite early in 
our lives, in infancy, we begin to associate certain cues with states and behaviors, smiles with 
happiness, tears with distress. As we develop, the cues become more complex although the 
tendency is to reduce any situation to as few important signs and symbols as possible. When 
entering a situation we look for markers, match them with existing categories and proceed 
accordingly, enacting scenarios that fit the context. Of course, it is possible to make mistakes, to 
select the wrong cues or interpret them incorrectly. This is more likely to happen in unfamiliar 
surroundings such as a new culture. 
From the cognitive view culture is the collection of cues and associated scenarios which 
allow a society to operate. Social artifacts such as traffic systems and organizational control 
structures require that those who enter them react to their cues in roughly similar ways. If drivers 
had to stop and consider their next move every time they reached an intersection, the result would 
be, at best hesitation, at worst, chaos. A reasonable approximation of this state can be seen when 
a North American driver used to the protocol of stop signs first approaches a busy roundabout in 
Britain. The requisite cues are absent and familiar scenarios are not only unavailable but 
dangerous. Similar difficulties can be found when companies from separate cultures form a 
merger or an expatriate arrives in a new country to head a subsidiary. 
Unlike the social-constructivist approach, the cognitive view of culture has appeared as the 
basis of some work in international management. The work of Calori and his colleagues [1992; 
1994] compared French and British executives in terms of the cognitive maps that guided their 
strategic thinking. This work placed more emphasis on the cues that managers perceived in their 
environments than the scenarios which flowed from them. Shaw [1990] developed a model of 
cross-cultural leadership based on the perception of both leaders and subordinates. He points to 
the importance of congruent perceptions by both sides in terms of leadership characteristics and 
appropriate behaviors. The massive G L O B E project also claims to incorporate a cognitive 
approach in its worldwide survey of leadership although the data collection utilized some 
dimensions quite similar to those of Hofstede [House, et al, 2002]. Other researchers have 
investigated cognitive processes at the individual [Abramson, et al., 1996] and organizational 
levels [Chikudate, 1991]. 
The application of a cognitive approach to studies of leadership emphasizes the importance 
of the congruent interpretation of cues for the smooth operation of overseas subsidiaries. In some 
cultures age is a prerequisite for most leaders with younger managers finding it difficult to gain 
credibility in that role. Similarly leaders may be expected to dominate meetings or, alternatively, 
to remain silent merely observing the discussion. Where leaders adopt roles which are seen as 
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inappropriate, both counterparts and subordinates are left searching for scenarios which match 
these unusual cues. Because cues are closely linked to scenarios, the gap between culture and 
behavior inherent in the value-based approach is considerably diminished. 
There are, of course, numerous other approaches to investigating the effects of culture on 
international business. West and Graham [2004], for example, have proposed a linguistically-
based scheme to measure cultural distance which emphasizes embodiment of cultural expressions 
in spoken language. Each approach offers insights into certain aspects of culture with differential 
focus on components, coherence and dynamics. S o m e of the salient characteristics of the four 
approaches discussed in this paper are summarized in Table 3. 
BE CAREFUL WHAT YOU WISH FOR 
The area of international management has undergone an interesting transformation since its 
emergence as a distinct field of research. In the early years there was great despair at the 
fragmentation of the field, its diverse points of view and the lack of cohesion among approaches 
and conclusions. Roberts [1970] described the field as a "morass", a sentiment which has echoed 
through evaluations of the discipline for many years. Part of the difficulty was attributed to a 
lack of consensus on the key concept of culture. 
"It is a fact that in most such research the term culture is rarely defined, and the definitions 
which are given often disagree. Generally, culture has been used as a residual category to 
explain things not accounted for elsewhere" [Kraut, 1975, p. 544]. 
Roberts and Boyacigiller [1984] outlined the solution for this problem: 
"A good paradigm will either specify a definition of culture or replace it with a set of 
measurable variables that might together reflect potentially important setting impacts on 
organizations" [p. 428]. 
In an influential review ten years later Redding [1994] seemed to be in two minds about the 
current status and future direction of comparative management. O n the one hand he reflected the 
disquiet with the prevalent (in North America at least) approach to evaluating the impact of 
culture. 
"There is one central challenge which dominates the field in an epistemological sense and 
that is the bankruptcy of empirical positivism" [p. 345]. 
This call for new and more qualitative approaches is supplemented by a more cautious 
approach to the role of culture in determining organizational behavior. Redding abjured 
researchers to: 
"Avoid seeing culture as a single cause of anything and get accustomed to claiming its 
position as necessary, but not sufficient, determinant of social outcomes" [p. 350]. 
But at the same time he encouraged scholars to: 
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"Enrich the current grand theory of Hofstede further by probing into the societal origins of 
his value clusters, and in terms of outcomes, trace more explicitly the patterns of 
organizational consequences" [p. 350]. 
A decade later the reader is left wondering how the first two statements, demanding a new, 
less positivist view of cross-cultural analysis can be reconciled with the exaltation of the most 
quantitative approach then available. Leaving aside the question of h o w Hofstede's approach can 
be interpreted as a grand theory, it is difficult to see h o w it could be employed in any meaningful 
way that is not positivist. 
More recently this ambiguity has been swept away. 
"In short, Hofstede's work has become the standard against which new work on cultural 
differences is validated. Almost every publication that deals with cultural differences and 
includes many cultures is likely to reference Hofstede" [Triandis, 2004, pp. 89-90]. 
The consistency over which Kraut despaired and that Roberts and Boyacigiller demanded 
has arrived, but is the field any better for that? The implicit notion behind this need for 
standardization was precisely what Redding decried. The framework of objective positivism 
requires consistency in definitions in order that results will accumulate into general rules that can 
predict behavior. If definitions or operationalizations diverge, then results are not comparable and 
science becomes fragmented and progress inhibited. Yet, since the arrival of Hofstede's concept 
of culture with its associated quantitative measures can one honestly say that the hundreds of 
studies employing his ideas have led the field any closer to an abstract understanding of how 
culture actually affects behavior? The fact that culture does affect leadership, motivation and 
strategy has been adequately demonstrated, but any overall sense of the mechanisms by which this 
occurs is still sadly lacking [Lachman, 1997]. 
The consistency imposed by the dominance of Hofstede's formulation has generated 
resistance on a number of fronts. In recent years these voices have become more vociferous. In 
part this is attributed to a lack of validity. 
"...the on-going unquestioning acceptance of Hofstede's national culture research by his 
evangelized entourage suggests that in parts of the management disciplines the criteria for 
acceptable evidence are far too loose" [McSweeney, 2002, p. 112]. 
There are also doubts about this whole approach to understanding culture. 
"Hofstede never studied culture" [Baskerville, 2003, p. 1]. 
While there may be validity to both of these claims, the more important impact on the field 
has been narrowing the concept of culture to a highly restricted formula which excludes many 
fruitful ways of examining societies and their contrasts. Culture as a concept and as a product of 
social interaction is highly diverse both in terms of the ways it m a y be approached and the way it 
is exhibited across cultural settings. To constrain our appreciation of this multifaceted 
phenomenon by adhering to a single, constricted approach inevitably limits the insights that 
research into international and cross-cultural management can generate. The field need not 
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abandon Hofstede's dimensions, but as long as they hold their current position of dominance, the 
growth of the field in any real terms will be severely constrained. 
"Cultural analysis is intrinsically incomplete. It is a strange science...in which to get 
somewhere with the matter at hand is to intensify the suspicion, both your own and that of 
others that you are not quite getting it right. ... There are a number of ways to escape this-
turning culture into folklore and collecting it, turning it into traits and counting it, turning it 
into institutions and classifying it, turning it into structures and toying with it. But they are 
escapes" [Geertz, 1973, p. 29]. 
BIBLIOGRAPHY 
Abegglen, J. (1958) The Japanese Factory, Chicago: The Free Press. 
Abramson, N.R., Keating, R.J. and Lane, H.W. (1996) 'Cross-National Cognitive Process 
Differences: A Comparison of Canadian, American and Japanese Managers', Management 
International Review, 36(2): 123-147. 
Ang, S.H. (2000) 'The Power of Money: A Cross-Cultural Analysis of Business-Related Beliefs', 
Journal of World Business, 35(1): 43-60. 
Baskerville, R.F. (2003) 'Hofstede Never Studied Culture', Accounting, Organizations and 
Society, 28(1): 1-14. 
Boje, D.M. (1995) 'Stories of the Storytelling Organization: A Postmodern Analysis of Disney as 
"Tamar-Land"', Academy of Management Journal, 38(4): 997-1035. 
Bruns0, K., Scholderer, J. and Grunent, K.G. (2004) 'Closing the Gap between Values and 
Behavior-A Means-End Theory of Lifestyle', Journal of Business Research, 57(6): 665-670. 
Calori, R, Johnson, G. and Sarnin, P. (1992) 'French and British Top Managers' Understanding of 
the Structure and Dynamics of Their Industries: A Cognitive Analysis and Comparison', British 
Journal of Management, 3(2): 61-78. 
Calori, R, Johnson, G. and Sarnin, P. (1994) 'CEOs' Cognitive Maps and the Scope of the 
Organization', Strategic Management Journal, 15(6): 437-457. 
Chia, R. (1995) 'From Modern to Postmodern Organizational Analysis', Organization Studies, 
16(4): 579-604. 
Chikudate, N. (1991) 'Cross-Cultural Analysis of Cognitive Systems in Organizations: A 
Comparison between Japanese and American Corporations', Management International Review, 
31(3): 219-231. 
16 
Clegg, S.R. and Gray, J.T. (1996) 'Metaphors of Globalization', in D.M. Boje, R.P. Gephart, Jr. 
and T.J. Thatchenkery (eds.) Postmodern Management and Organization Theory, Thousand Oaks, 
CA: Sage, pp 293-307. 
Cooper, C.R. and Denner, J. (1998) 'Theories Linking Culture and Psychology: Universal and 
Community-Specific Processes', Annual Review of Psychology, 49: 559-584. 
Cooper, R. (1989) 'Modernism, Post Modernism and Organizational Analysis 3: The Contribution 
of Jacques Derrida', Organization Studies, 10(4): 479-502. 
Cray, D. and Mallory, G.R. (1998) Making Sense of Managing Culture, London: International 
Thomson Business Press. 
Dore, R. (1973) British Factory, Japanese Factory: The Origins of National Diversity in Industrial 
Relations, London: Allen and Unwin. 
Dorfman, P.W. and Howell, J.P. (1988) 'Dimensions of National Culture and Effective Leadership 
Patterns: Hofstede Revisited', Advances in International Comparative Management, 3: 127-150. 
DuBois, F.L. and Reeb, D. (2000) 'Ranking the International Business Journals', Journal of 
International Business Studies, 31(4): 689-704. 
Fernandez, D.R., Carlson, D.S., Stepina, L.P. and Nicholson, J.D. (1997) 'Hofstede's Country 
Classification 25 Years Later', The Journal of Social Psychology, 137(1): 43-54. 
Geertz, C. (1973) The Interpretation of Cultures, London: Hutchinson. 
Haire, M., Ghiselli, M.M. and Porter, L.W. (1966) Managerial Thinking; An International Study, 
New York: John Wiley. 
Hall, E.T. (1976) Beyond Culture, Garden City, NY: Anchor Press. 
Harris, S.G. (1994) 'Organizational Culture and Individual Sensemaking: A Schema-Based 
Perspective', Organization Science, 5(3): 309-321. 
Hofstede, G. (1980a) Culture's Consequences: International Differences in Work-Related Values, 
Beverly Hills, CA: Sage. 
Hofstede, G. (1980b) 'Motivation, Leadership and Organization: Do American Theories Apply 
Abroad?', Organizational Dynamics, 9(1): 42-63. 
Hofstede, G. (1991) Cultures and Organizations: Software of the Mind, London: McGraw-Hill. 
Hofstede, G. (2001) Culture's Consequences: Comparing Values, Behaviors, Institutions and 
Organizations across Nations, 2nd, edn., Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
17 
Hofstede, G. and Bond, M.H. (1988) 'The Confucius Connection: From Cultural Roots to 
Economic Growth', Organizational Dynamics, 16 (4): 4-21. 
Hofstede, G., Bond, M.H. and Luk, C.-L. (1993) 'Individual Perceptions of Organizational 
Cultures: A Methodological Treatise on Levels of Analysis', Organization Studies, 14: 483-503. 
House, R., Javidan, M. Hanges, P. Dorfman, P. (2002) 'Understanding Cultures and Implicit 
Leadership Theories across the Globe: An Introduction to Project GLOBE', Journal of World 
Business, 37(1):3-10. 
Hunt, J.W. (1981) 'Applying American Behavioral Science: Some Cross-cultural Problems', 
Organizational Dynamics, 10(1): 55-62. 
Kogut, B. and Singh, H. (1988) 'The Effect of National Culture on the Choice of Entry Mode', 
Journal of International Business Studies, 19(3): 411-32. 
Kraut, A.I. (1975) 'Some Recent Advances in Cross-National Research', Academy of Management 
Journal, 18(3): 538-49. 
Kroeber, A.L. and Kluckhohn, C. (1952) Culture: A Critical Review of Concepts and Definitions, 
New York: Vintage. 
Kuhn, T.S. (1970) The Structure of Scientific Revolutions, (2nd edn.) Chicago: University of 
Chicago Press. 
Lachman, R. (1997) 'Taking Another Look at the Elephant: Are We Still (Half) Blind? Comments 
on the Cross-Cultural Analysis of Achievement Motivation by Sagie, et al. (1996)', Journal of 
Organizational Behavior, 18(4): 317-21. 
McSweeney, B. (2002) 'Hofstede's Model of National Cultural Differences and Their 
Consequences: A Triumph of Faith-a Failure of Analysis', Human Relations, 55 (1): 89-118. 
Meek, V.L. (1988) 'Organizational Culture: Origins and Weaknesses', Organization Studies, 9(4): 
453-73. 
Naumov, A.I. and Puffer, S.M. (2000) 'Measuring Russian Culture Using Hofstede's Dimensions', 
Applied Psychology: An International Review, 49(4): 709-18. 
Punnett, B.J. and Withane, S. (1990) 'Hofstede's Value Survey Module: To Embrace or 
Abandon?', Advances in International Comparative Management, 5: 69-89. 
Redding, S.G. (1994) 'Comparative Management Theory: Jungle, Zoo, or Fossil Bed?', 
Organization Studies, 15(3): 323-59. 
Roberts, K.H. (1970) 'On Looking at an Elephant: An Evaluation of Cross-Cultural Research 
Related to Organizations', Psychological Bulletin, 4: 327-50. 
18 
Roberts, K.H. and Boyacigiller, N.A. (1984) 'Cross-National Organizational Research: The Grasp 
of the Blind Men', Research in Organizational Behavior, 6: 423-75. 
Robinson, R.V. (1983) 'Culture's Consequences: International Differences in Work-related 
Values', Work and Occupations, 10(1): 110-15. 
Rosaldo, R.I., Jr. (1999) 'A Note on Geertz as a Cultural Essayist' in S.B. Ortner (ed.), The Fate of 
Culture: Geertz and beyond, Berkeley: University of California Press, pp 30-34. 
Rowlinson, M. and Proctor, S. (1999) 'Organizational Culture and Business History', 
Organization Studies, 20 (3): 369-96. 
Schwartz, S.H. (1992) 'Universals in the Content and Structure of Values: Theoretical Advances 
and Empirical Tests in 20 Countries', in M. Zanna (ed.), Advances in Experimental Social 
Psychology, New York: Academic Press, pp 1-65. 
Schwartz, S.H. (1999) 'A Theory of Cultural Values and Some Implications for Work', Applied 
Psychology: An International Review, 48 (1): 23-47. 
Shaw, J.B. (1990) 'A Cognitive Categorization Model for the Study of Intercultural Management', 
Academy of Management Review, 15(4): 626-45. 
Sim, S. (2002) Irony and Crisis: A Critical History of Postmodern Culture, Cambridge, UK: Icon 
books. 
Sivakumar, K. and Nakata, C. (2001) 'The Stampede toward Hofstede's Framework: Avoiding the 
Sample Design Pit in Cross-Cultural Research', Journal of International Business Studies, 32(3): 
Smith, P.B. (2002) 'Culture's Consequences: Something Old and Something New', Human 
Relations, 55(1): 119-35. 
Sondegaard, M. (1994) 'Research Note: Hofstede's Consequences: A Study of Reviews, Citations 
and Replications , Organization Studies, 15: 447-56, 1994. 
PrPon^r;P'Ef fru'V^ a"d,SParks' K- (2001) 'An International Study of the Psychometric 
CouZL • t h e T H° ff t D e d e ™ u e s S u r v ey M o d ^ 1994: A Comparison of Individual and 
Country/Province Level Results', Applied Psychology: An International Review, 50(2): 269-81. 
Tayeb, M.H. (1988) Organizations and National Culture: A Comparative Analysis, London: Sage. 
Triandis, H.C. (1994) 'Cross-cultural Industrial and Organizational Psychology' in H C Triandis 
2^ edn v7 %1 Alt^CAU? ^V "f^ **"*"*» and OrganZionalPsycZogy, 
i edn, vol. 4, Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press, pp 103-172. 
Triandis, H.C. (1995) Individualism and Collectivism, Boulder, CO: Westview Press. 
19 
Triandis, H.C. (2004) 'The Many Dimensions of Culture', Academy of Management Executive, 
18(1): 88-93. 
Trompenaars, F. (1994) Riding the Waves of Culture: Understanding Diversity in Global 
Business, Burr Ridge, 111.: Irwin. 
Welge, M.K. and Holtbrugge, D. (1999) 'International Management under Postmodern 
Conditions', Management International Review, 39(4): 305-22. 
West, J. and Graham, J.L. (2004) 'A Linguistic-Based Measure of Cultural Distance and Its 
Relationship to Managerial Values', Management International Review, 44(3): 239-60. 
20 

